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THE LINKAGE BETWEEN REPORTING QUALITY AND
PERFORMANCE IN INFORMATION SYSTEMS PROJECTS
Charalambos L. Iacovou, H. Jeff Smith, and Ronald L. Thompson
Babcock Graduate School of Management
Wake Forest University




Recent research suggests that flawed status reporting is a serious concern in information systems projects.
Several investigations have sought to understand the factors that lead project reporters to engage in
misreporting.  The main motivation for these studies has been the presumption that inaccurate reporting has
a significant, negative impact on project performance.  However, the linkage between reporting quality and
project performance has not been empirically confirmed.  The goal of this effort was to answer the following
research question:  Is reporting quality associated with project outcomes?  Our investigation consisted of two
complementary survey studies.  The first study considered the perceptions of status report senders; the second
study considered the perceptions of status report receivers.  Both studies showed that reporting quality is
positively associated with task and psychological outcomes.  Moreover, the second study’s results suggest that
reporting quality is also related to organizational outcomes.
Keywords:  Information systems development, project management, status reporting, project outcomes,
communication quality
Introduction
Recent research suggests that flawed status reporting is a serious concern in information system (IS) projects.  Evidence of mis-
reporting has been documented in several case studies (Iacovou 1999; Oz 1994), experiments (Keil et al. 2004; Smith et al. 2001;
Tan et al. 2003), surveys (Keil et al. 2000; Keil and Robey 2001), and simulations (Snow and Keil 2002a, 2002b).  This stream
of research suggests that individuals reporting on the progress of project related activities are prone to providing inaccurate
information, especially when bearing bad news (Keil and Robey 2001; Smith and Keil 2003), communicating with overcommitted
executives (Iacovou 1999; Keil 1995), or furthering their own interests (Iacovou et al. 2002).
Virtually all of the investigations cited above seek to understand the factors that lead project reporters to engage in misreporting
behaviors.  The main motivation for these studies is the presumption that inaccurate reporting has a significant, negative impact
on project performance.  Some researchers (Smith and Keil 2003) have provided theoretical arguments supporting such an impact.
However, there is only a minor amount of empirical evidence in support of this presumption.  Some is largely anecdotal (Keil and
Robey 2001), while evidence from one empirical study (Keil et al. 2000) only speaks to a relatively narrow dimension of project
quality (propensity to escalate).  So, while there is some suggestive evidence, it is also clear that the full linkage between reporting
quality and the broader scope of project performance has not been empirically confirmed (Tan et al. 2003).  To address this gap
in the literature, we have conducted an empirical investigation, which was comprised of two survey studies.  The goal of the
investigation was to address the following research question:  Is reporting quality associated with project outcomes?
This paper describes the empirical studies and provides suggestions for future research. The remainder of this paper is organized
into six sections. First, we provide some background regarding status reporting in IS projects.  Then, we discuss and derive
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hypotheses about the potential association between reporting and project performance.  Following this, we present the methodo-
logy that we employed to carry out our investigations.  Next, we present the findings of our studies.  After that, we outline the
limitations of our work and discuss its implications for researchers and managers.  We conclude by highlighting our contributions.
Project Status Reporting
IS project reporting refers to the upward communication (either verbal or written) of information about the status of project
activities to interested managers.  In such communications, the reporters usually compare the state of the activities for which they
are responsible (with respect to budgets, schedules, and other dimensions) against a project plan and identify issues that may be
causing deviations from the plan.
While project reporting frequently represents a sequential chain of communication (from team members to the project manager
to the project executive and so on), our work focuses on the “team member to the project manager” communication link of this
chain.  We focus on this dyad because of the critical role it plays in monitoring and managing the project:  team members are often
the original sources of key status information (even for data that is transmitted within other project dyads, such as from a project
manager to an auditor), while project managers tend to be the key decision-makers in running the day-to-day project activities.
Gauging and communicating project status in IS development is a complex task for three reasons.  First, because IS development
is a social endeavor that involves the development of intangible assets (i.e., software) and interactions with specialists (pro-
grammers, analysts, etc.), assessing the true status of project activities is difficult and frequently involves subjective judgments.
Second, inherent cognitive and processing limitations make it virtually impossible for reporters to obtain and transmit a complete,
accurate picture of a project (Campbell 1958).  Third, human biases and social pressures have been shown to exert an influence
on the accuracy of project reports (Keil et al. 2000; Keil et al. 2004; Smith and Keil 2003).  Given the complicated nature of IS
projects and the reporters’ errors and biases, it is no surprise that status reporting is often imperfect (Iacovou 1999; Keil and Robey
2001; Keil et al. 2004; Smith and Keil 2003; Smith et al. 2001; Snow and Keil 2002a; Tan et al. 2003).
Reporting Quality and Project Performance
As IS projects are social undertakings that aim to develop a technological system for an organization, assessing their performance
can be a complex task.  From a social perspective, one would expect that successful projects would result in satisfied project
members; from a technological perspective, they should produce usable systems in an efficient manner; and from an organizational
perspective, they should result in a net benefit to the adopting firm (Aladwani 2002).  Given the multifaceted nature of projects,
a comprehensive evaluation of an IS project should include assessments of three key performance components:  task,
psychological, and organizational outcomes.  These three dimensions were identified in an extensive review of the IS project
management literature (Aladwani 2002).  Each one and its linkage to reporting quality is discussed next.
Task outcomes refer to the capability of a project to produce high quality deliverables in an efficient manner (Aladwani 2002;
Henderson and Lee 1992).  Theoretical research suggests that reporting quality should be related positively to both task
effectiveness and efficiency in IS projects.  According to the information processing perspective (Galbraith 1974), to achieve
superior performance in the execution of uncertain tasks, accurate information must be provided to decision makers by the
specialists who perform the various subtasks.  By acquiring such knowledge, decision makers can better coordinate the specialists’
efforts and can make needed adjustments to align resource allocations, schedules, and priorities with the real-time status of the
task at hand.  This, in turn, should result in enhanced task efficiency and high-quality outputs.
As uncertainty is a prominent trait of most IS projects (Curtis et al. 1988; Kraut and Streeter 1995; Sawyer 2001), the information
processing perspective is especially relevant to status reporting.  Indeed, researchers of IS project communications have asserted
repeatedly that misreporting is likely to have a negative impact on project task outcomes, especially efficiency in terms of budget
and schedule overruns (Keil and Robey 2001; Smith et al. 2001).  Despite the extensive theoretical arguments, empirical evidence
for this linkage remains elusive (Tan et al. 2003).  In what is arguably the most compelling evidence, Keil et al. (2000) found that
information asymmetry is often observed in projects that experience escalation.  Although this was one subordinate finding in
their much larger study, it is indeed intriguing since the existence or nonexistence of escalation would likely be correlated with
some project outcomes.  Of course, it must be noted that escalation is not isomorphic with project failure, since a project might
escalate and still ultimately succeed; similarly, a non-escalated project could fail for many other reasons.
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In spite of the elusiveness of empirical support, we anticipate that accurate, timely reporting is likely to enhance the task outcomes
of projects.  This positive effect should be self-reinforcing; projects that enjoy high quality communications will tend to be well-
organized and thus will be less conducive to distortion.  Troubled reporting, on the other hand, is likely to lead to misunder-
standings, mismanagement, overruns, and delays.  Such a troubled task environment is ripe for misreporting since the communi-
cation of bad news is frequently problematic (Pfeffer 2004).  Given the bidirectional impact between reporting quality and project
efficiency and effectiveness, we propose that
H1:  Reporting quality will be positively related to project task outcomes.
Psychological outcomes refer to the level of team members’ satisfaction with the project work (Aladwani 2002).  To the best of
our knowledge, no prior study has examined the linkage between IS reporting quality and the team members’ contentment with
the IS development process.  In our view, when decision makers receive more complete and accurate information about the status
of project activities, they are more likely to manage the project team effectively by allocating resources to project members who
need them the most.  Moreover, better informed managers are more likely to engage in evenhanded decisions that provide rewards
to contributing members while disciplining less productive ones.  Without accurate information reflecting the true status of the
project and the level of accountability of each member, the behavior of project managers (and distorting reporters) is likely to
affect the morale of the project team negatively.  Similar to the task impact, the linkage between reporting quality and
psychological outcomes should be bidirectional.  Good, open communication will lead to equitable resource allocations, improved
interactions, and higher team performance.  This, in turn, will create better relationships and a more comfortable team environment
(Emmers-Sommer 2004) that is less conducive to intentional misreporting (Doolen et al. 2003).  Inaccurate reporting, on the other
hand, can lead to misjudgments, misallocations and the development of an instrumental team culture in which each member looks
after his/her own interests (Victor and Cullen 1988).  Such environments of mistrust and reduced morale are prone to distortion
(Iacovou et al. 2002).  Thus, we expect that
H2:  Reporting quality will be positively related to project psychological outcomes.
Organizational outcomes refer to the business value that the produced system adds to the adopting organization (Aladwani 2002).
With respect to such outcomes, we propose that more precise status reporting is likely to lead to the development of systems that
are suited better for the adopting organization.  Clear signals about project work as it is relates to users (e.g., their level of
involvement, their reaction to the quality of intermediate deliverables such as analysis documents, and their early feedback to the
system’s features during testing) can provide vital cues to project managers, who can use this information to guide the team and
to make any needed changes so that a usable system with strong user acceptance will be produced.  Lacking such important
information about relevant user activities, managers may not become aware of key issues, and the eventual acceptance and use
of the system may be jeopardized.  Given that the impact of a system is determined largely by its use, we assert that clear com-
munications during the project will lead to more usable systems with more positive organizational impacts (Russell and Chatterjee
2003).  Given this, we anticipate that
H3:  Reporting quality will be positively related to project organizational outcomes.
Research Methods
To assess the above propositions within the context of the “team member–project manager” dyad, we conducted two survey
studies.  In Study 1, project team members were asked to provide information about their reporting to their project manager.  In
other words, the Study 1 respondents offered their perceptions in their role as report senders.  In Study 2, which was designed
to provide a complementary perspective to Study 1, project managers were asked to provide an assessment of the reporting that
they received from their teams.  Thus, the Study 2 respondents were offering their perceptions as report receivers.  In both studies,
the reporting quality measures were correlated with assessments of project outcomes to test the hypotheses.
Measures
We utilized previously developed and validated measures to assess the constructs of interest.  The same measures were used in
both studies:  to assess the quality of reporting, we utilized Mohr and Spekman’s (1994) communication quality scale, which taps
into communication timeliness, accuracy, adequacy, completeness, and credibility; to evaluate project performance, we used an
11-item, multidimensional scale (Law et al. 1998) that was developed by Aladwani (2002) based on an extensive theoretical
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1For example, the term company was replaced with organization to account for the fact that the Study 1 population included many employees
of governmental agencies.
2We embraced an intentionally conservative algorithm in deciding which cases should be removed.  A case was removed if the respondent did
not complete two or more of the items for any construct.  In addition, a case was removed if the respondent had not answered the single item
for “organizational outcome.”
3The sample targeted PMI members in the Eastern United States because PMI and the researchers felt that such individuals would be more likely
to be familiar with the researchers’ institution  and that this would result in a higher response rate.
4Respondents were given the option of online or paper surveys; we received 502 hardcopy responses, and 97 online ones.  As with Study 1,
we embraced an intentionally conservative algorithm in deciding which cases should be removed.  A case was removed if the respondent did
not complete two or more of the items for any construct.  In addition, a case was removed if the respondent had not answered the single item
for “organizational outcome.”  Seventeen hardcopy cases were removed for one of these reasons.  In addition, it was discovered that the 97
responses that had been submitted on-line were missing values for the “organizational outcome” question.  It was later determined that there
had been an error in coding the online survey, and the responses were not captured in the database.  We decided to disqualify the 97 cases that
had been completed online, leaving a usable sample of 485, and a net response rate of 17.3 percent.  A test of means for differences between
the online and paper-based respondent groups showed no differences in responses.  Of the 19 measurement items, only one showed a difference
in mean responses that was statistically significant at p < .05, which is roughly what would be expected from chance alone.
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review and empirical validation.   The questions from Study 2 (along with descriptive statistics from both studies) are shown in
Appendix A. 
The survey instrument was pilot tested by 10 individuals from the Study 1 population and by 7 individuals from the Study 2 popu-
lation.  Based on their feedback, the wording of some of the questions was modified to reflect their professional environment.1
Samples
Study 1:  The sample for Study 1 consisted of individuals who were team members in state governmental projects in an Eastern
U.S. state.  These individuals included users, IS professionals, and vendor representatives.  We used stratified sampling to select
a diverse subset of projects (based on several dimensions, including project duration, budget, and vendor involvement) from a
listing of on-going state projects.  Surveys were sent to all nonexecutive participants in each selected project.  The cover letter
that accompanied the survey was signed by the researchers, the state auditor, and an executive from the respondent’s organization.
A total of 500 surveys were mailed, and 21 were returned as undeliverable.  Two reminders were e-mailed to each subject.  In
all, 264 participants responded, yielding a gross response rate of 55.1 percent.  Of these, 54 cases were removed from the sample
because of missing data.2  This left 210 usable responses, for a net response rate of 43.8 percent.  We believe that the endorsement
of the survey by state government executives contributed positively to the response rate.  The profile of the Study 1 respondents
is shown in Table  1.
The respondents were instructed to answer the questions in the questionnaire within the context of a specific IS project (the project
on which the participant was spending most of his/her time).  In all, 144 respondents (68.5 percent) indicated the project they were
thinking of was either in the implementation phase or had been just completed; 45 respondents (21 percent) indicated that the
project was in the design phase, and the remainder either specified the analysis phase or did not respond.
Study 2;  The sample for the second survey consisted of project managers who were members of the Project Management Institute
(PMI).  A total of 3,000 surveys were mailed to randomly selected PMI IS project managers in the Eastern United States, and 52
were returned as undeliverable.3  The cover letter was signed by the researchers and the PMI Research Director.  One reminder
was mailed to each subject.  In all, 599 responses were received (representing a response rate of 20.3 percent).  Of these, 114 were
removed because of missing data,4 leaving a usable sample of 485.  The response rate for the second study is comparable to that
of prior studies focusing on sensitive IS issues; for example, a survey on computer abuse (Straub and Nance 1990) yielded a 19
percent response rate.  It is also consistent with the typical response rate (10 to 20 percent) for surveys of PMI members (Stefanou
2003).
In all, 311 of the Study 2 participants (64.1 percent) indicated they were an employee of the organization that completed the
project.  Another 133 (27.4 percent) indicated they were an employee of a third party (e.g., a vendor or consulting firm), and the
remainder indicated they were an independent consultant.  The majority (308, or 63.5 percent) reported having over 10 years of
project management experience.  Seventy percent of the respondents were male.
Iacovou et al./Reporting Quality & Project Performance
5 PLS-Graph version 3.0 software was used to carry out the analysis.
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Table 2.  Project Profiles
Study 1 Study 2
N % N %
Project Cost ($)
   Less than 500K
   500K -3M
   3M - 8M
   More than 8M





















Maximum Project Team Size (Members)
   Less than 10
   10 – 50
   More than 50

















As mentioned above, the team members in Study 1 were asked to focus on an ongoing project; the project managers in Study 2
were asked to focus on their most recently completed one.  A classification of the projects that were the focus of the participants
is shown in Table 2.
To assess the presence of nonresponse bias, we compared late responses (last 20 percent received) to the rest of the sample (first
80 percent received) in each study.  In both studies, only one item (out of the 16 that were included in our analysis) was found
to be different across the sample segments (at the .05 level of significance), which is what one would expect from chance alone.
Thus, we concluded that the threat of nonresponse bias was not high.
Results
To analyze the data, we utilized the partial least squares (PLS) technique (Chin and Frye 2001).5  Compared to traditional
statistical methods, PLS is advantageous because it enables the simultaneous assessment of the measurement and the structural
models (Fornell 1982).   PLS is considered especially useful in the early stages of theory testing (Fornell and Bookstein 1982),
and emphasizes model prediction rather than model fit (Chin and Newsted 1999).  In addition, PLS is less restrictive than
covariance-based structural equation modeling (CB-SEM) techniques such as LISREL, AMOS, or EQS in terms of sample size
and distributional requirements (Chin and Newsted 1999).  For example, CB-SEM techniques generally require large sample sizes;
fit indices from CB-SEM techniques tend to over-reject models at sample sizes of 250 or less (Hu and Bentler 1995, p. 95).  Given
that (1) our study represents an initial attempt to explore the linkage between reporting quality and project performance, (2) the
sample size for one of our studies was below 250, and (3) our primary emphasis was on model prediction rather than model fit,
the use of PLS was deemed appropriate.
Social, Behavioral, and Organizational Aspects of Information Systems
6All multi-item constructs were modeled as reflective, rather than formative, since the measurement items were viewed as being influenced
by (or caused by) the underlying latent variable (Chin and Newsted 1999).
7As project outcomes is a multidimensional construct (Law et al. 1998), each of its dimensions was assessed separately.
8 Note that some authors have argued that an alternative measure of predictive relevance of a model, Q2, is also relevant for endogenous latent
constructs involving multiple reflective indicators (Sirohi et al. 1998).  For completeness, the Q2 values were .07 for task and .14 for
psychological outcomes for Study 1.
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Measurement Model Assessment 
To assess the quality of the measurement model, we conducted several tests of convergent and discriminant validity, as prescribed
by Chin (1998) and Fornell and Larcker (1981).  To assess convergent validity, we assessed (1) individual item reliability and
(2) construct reliability.6  With respect to item reliability, we examined the item-to-construct loadings for all multi-item variables
(i.e., all variables, except organizational outcomes which utilized a single-item scale).7  Although standardized loadings of 0.707
or greater are needed for the shared variance between each item and its construct to exceed the error variance, loadings of 0.6 to
0.7 are considered acceptable, especially if the loadings of other items within the same construct are high (Chin 1998).  All items
in Study 1 exhibited loadings over .7; in Study 2, two task outcomes items (T3 and T6) and one psychological outcomes item (P3)
had loadings below .7 (see Table 3).   Given that the two task outcomes items had loadings over .60 and the remaining items for
this construct had strong loadings (over .74), this did not raise too much of a concern.  Thus, we concluded that all items except
P3 in Study 2 exhibited adequate reliability.  
Construct reliability was assessed utilizing two internal consistency indicators:  composite reliability and average variance
extracted (AVE) scores.  All composite reliability indicators for the multi-item measures in our surveys are higher than .8 (see
Table 4).  According to Bearden et al. (1993), internal consistency scores of .8 or higher provide exemplary evidence of reliability.
With respect to the AVE scores, Fornell and Larcker (1981) suggest that a value of 0.5 is required to provide evidence of
satisfactory construct reliability.  All of our scores meet this standard.  Given this, we find that the reliability of our construct
measures appears to be adequate.
To assess the discriminant validity of the measures, we conducted two tests.  In the first test, we calculated each item’s loading
on its own construct and its cross-loadings on all other constructs.  As Table 3 shows, each item has a higher loading with its
intended construct than its cross-loadings with other constructs.
In the second test of discriminant validity, we examined whether the square root of the AVE score of each construct was greater
that its correlations with the other latent constructs (Chin 1998).  As Table 5 indicates (the square root of the AVEs are shaded),
all measures passed this test.
Based on the above evidence, it appears that the measures exhibited appropriate reliability and discriminant validity in both
studies, with the exception of one measure of psychological outcomes (P3) in the Study 2 data set.  This item refers to whether
team members thought about quitting the project.   We suspect that the reason for this item’s low loading is the inability of the
respondents (project managers) to know whether or not any of their team members were intending to quit the project.  After care-
ful consideration, we decided to retain the measure for our subsequent analysis for two reasons.  First, we wanted to be able to
compare the results between the two studies, and we have more confidence in doing so when the same measures are used in both.
Second, the item in question belongs to a validated instrument that underwent a rigorous evaluation with robust results (Aladwani
2002).  To ensure that the inclusion of this item did not affect the structural model results, we ran a second PLS analysis (for the
Study 2 data set) after removing P3 from the model.  An examination of the revised model showed that it satisfied all of the above
validity requirements (suggesting that there are no other validity concerns).  Moreover, the results of this revised model at the
structural level were virtually identical to the ones from the original model (that included P3), providing us with more confidence
in our decision to retain item P3.
Structural Model
Study 1:  Figure 1 shows the effects for each hypothesized path, as well as the amount of variance explained (R2) for all
endogenous factors.8  In terms of explanatory power, our model indicates that 8 percent of the variance of task outcomes, 6 percent
Iacovou et al./Reporting Quality & Project Performance
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Table 3.  Loadings and Cross-Loadings
Construct Item
Study 1 Study 2
T P O Q T P O Q
T T1 .87 .60 .33 .21 .77 .52 .44 .39
T2 .83 .53 .30 .14 .77 .46 .33 .35
T3 .83 .55 .30 .22 .66 .37 .30 .27
T4 .82 .56 .38 .27 .74 .43 .38 .33
T5 .86 .61 .44 .26 .78 .56 .39 .47
T6 .80 .48 .39 .24 .62 .39 .22 .35
T7 .87 .63 .43 .29 .84 .57 .48 .41
P P1 .64 .89 .41 .23 .65 .89 .40 .51
P2 .56 .89 .43 .22 .57 .90 .36 .50
P3 .47 .70 .25 .18 .16 .43 .13 .24
O E1 .45 .44 1.00 .12 .50 .41 1.00 .35
Q Q1 .28 .28 .12 .82 .42 .51 .26 .78
Q2 .25 .25 .10 .90 .46 .49 .28 .86
Q3 .23 .18 .11 .90 .43 .46 .29 .87
Q4 .24 .19 .08 .92 .43 .47 .31 .89
Q5 .25 .19 .09 .86 .39 .45 .35 .82
Note:  T = Task outcomes; P = Psychological outcomes; O = Organizational
outcomes; Q = Quality of reporting.
Table 4.  Construct Reliability Indicators
Construct





Composite Reliability Average Variance
Extracted (AVE)
Task outcomes .94 .71 .89 .55
Psychological outcomes .87 .69 .80 .60
Quality of reporting .94 .77 .93 .71
Table 5.  Square Root of AVE Versus Correlations
Among Latent Constructs
Construct
Study 1 Study 2
T P O Q T P O Q
T .84 .74
P .68 .83 .65 .77
O .45 .44 1.00 .50 .41 1.00
Q .28 .25 .12 .88 .51 .57 .35 .84
Note:  T = Task outcomes; P = Psychological outcomes; O = Organizational
outcomes; Q = Quality of reporting.
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9Acceptable t-test values were 2.326 (for p = 0.01), 1.645 (for p = 0.05) and 1.282 (for p = 0.10); one-tailed tests were used because of the
directional nature of our propositions.



















Notes:  ***p < 0.01,**p < 0.05, *p < 0.10
Figure 1.  Structural Model Results from Study 1
of the variance of psychological outcomes, and 1 percent of the organizational outcomes was explained by reporting quality.  The
small variance values suggest, not surprisingly, that other factors besides reporting quality influence project performance. 
The path coefficients were .29 for task outcomes, .25 for psychological outcomes, and .12 for organizational outcomes.  In terms
of practical significance, the effect of reporting quality on task and psychological outcomes appears to be moderate, while the
effect on organizational outcomes seems to be weak (Cohen 1988).  To assess statistical significance, the bootstrapping method
(using 500 resamples) was used (Chin 1998).  The first two paths (to task and psychological outcomes) were significant at the
.01 level; the third one (to organizational outcomes) was significant at p < .10.9
In sum, the results suggest that task and psychological dimensions of project performance have a significant association with
reporting quality, providing strong support for hypotheses H1 and H2.  Given that the evidence for H3 was marginal in terms of
statistical significance (at p < .10) and its practical importance was very low (R2 = .01), we concluded that the results did not
provide adequate support for the hypothesis.
While the findings from Study 1 are enlightening, it should be noted that there are two limitations associated with Study 1’s
design—both of which were addressed by a slightly different design in Study 2.  These limitations relate to the measurement of
(1) organizational outcomes and (2) reporting accuracy.  With respect to the organizational outcome measurement, in Study 1,
we asked respondents to estimate the likely organizational impact of the system before the completion of their project, which may
have been problematic.  In Study 2, we were able to ask respondents to assess organizational outcomes based on the actual usage
of the system (following the completion of the project).  With respect to the measurement of reporting quality, in Study 1, we had
to use each respondent’s assessment of his/her own project status communications as a proxy for the overall project reporting that
was being received by his/her project manager (from all team members).  While we believe that this proxy is an adequate measure
due to its stochastic nature (in representing the average reporting quality received by project managers, factored across all the
respondents within the sample), the respondents in Study 2 were able to provide a direct assessment of their teams’ reporting
quality.
Iacovou et al./Reporting Quality & Project Performance
10 The corresponding Q2 values for task outcomes and psychological outcomes were .05 and .17, respectively.  Note that the smaller Q2 values
(relative to the R2 values) could indicate the presence of outliers in the data (Quan 1988).



















Notes:  ***p < 0.01,**p < 0.05, *p < 0.10
Figure 2.  Structural Model Results from Study 2
Study 2:  In addition to addressing some of the limitations inherent in Study 1’s design, Study 2 enabled us to examine the linkage
between reporting accuracy and project outcomes from another perspective.  In Study 1, the respondents were team members and
were asked to offer their perceptions as they relate to their role as report senders; in Study 2, the respondents were project
managers and were asked to offer their view as report receivers.
In terms of explanatory power, our model indicates that 26 percent, 32 percent, and 12 percent of the variance (R2) of the three
project performance dimensions was explained by reporting quality in Study 2 (see Figure 2).10  All relationships between
reporting quality and outcomes (path coefficients) were strong in terms of magnitude (Cohen 1988). All three paths were
statistically significant (p < .01), providing strong support for all hypotheses.
Discussion
As the empirical results suggest, our first two propositions received considerable support in both studies.  The third conjecture
was supported in Study 2, but not in Study 1.  Overall, these results indicate that the quality of status reporting in IS projects is
significantly associated with performance, especially as it relates to task and psychological outcomes.  This link is confirmed by
the perceptions of both report senders and receivers.
The findings suggest that the linkage between reporting quality and organizational impact is the weakest one among the three.
This is not surprising as the business impact of a system is affected by many usage-related factors that are outside the scope of
our model and may not become clear to participants until long after a system’s introduction. 
A comparison of the results across the two studies shows that the variance explained in Study 1 (across all three performance
dimensions) is considerably lower than that of Study 2.  Given that the context of Study 2 (completed projects) seems to be more
Social, Behavioral, and Organizational Aspects of Information Systems
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conducive to accurate, comprehensive project outcome assessment, we believe that the variance explained in Study 2 is likely
to be more accurate than that in Study 1.
While the contexts of the studies differ, their results are similar in terms of hypotheses H1 and H2, providing support to their
external validity.  With respect to H3, we believe that the nonsignificant finding in Study 1 is primarily due to the limitations of
our sampling methodology (which focused on ongoing projects) and not the validity of the hypothesis.
Limitations
While we were able to address two limitations from Study 1 in the design of Study 2, we do wish to note a few limitations that
carry across both studies and may impact the quality of our results.   First, with respect to measurement, our instruments gauged
self-reported perceptions.  While such perceptual self-reports tend to be subjective, we believe that they shed significant light on
the phenomenon under investigation.  Indeed, evidence suggests that insiders’ evaluations of projects are consistent with
assessments by outsiders (Hoegl and Gemuenden 2001; Sicotte et al. 2004).  Also associated with measurement, the use of a
single-item to measure organizational outcomes may be of concern (and, in fact, may account partly for the low variance explained
for the factor in both studies).  Although this item was part of a previously validated instrument (Aladwani 2002), future work
in this area could likely benefit from the development of a multi-item measurement scale for this dimension of project
performance.
Second, with respect to the sampling, our work is cross-sectional in nature.  While each of our studies focused on different project
lifecycle stages (Study 1 focused mostly on ongoing projects, while Study 2 focused on completed ones), the lack of longitudinal
data did not allow us to assess the dynamic nature of the bidirectional influence between reporting and project performance as
outlined in our conceptual discussion.  In addition, while the sample for the second study was drawn from a cross-section of
diverse organizations and industries, the sample for the first study was selected from state governmental projects.  This could limit
the generalizability of the Study 1 findings; for example, it is possible that the impact of reporting quality on organizational
outcomes would be stronger in a for-profit environment.  This is consistent with the findings of Study 2, which enjoys higher
external validity due to the diverse nature of its sample.
Third, the amount of variance explained in the dimensions of performance were somewhat modest.  Although the magnitude and
statistical significance of the path coefficients indicate an influence of reporting quality, it is obvious that other factors also play
an important role.  As suggested earlier, future work could incorporate reporting quality with other factors previously shown (or
hypothesized) to impact project performance, such as the experience level of the project manager and the use of formal project
management tools and techniques. 
Finally, the applicability of our findings may be limited because of the use of a single source to derive our measures.  We
embraced this approach in order to protect the anonymity of the respondents and to minimize their personal risk in participating
in the study.  As the admission of inaccurate reporting (by report senders in Study 1) and poor performance on project outcomes
(by project managers in Study 2) are rather controversial and sensitive issues, we wanted to eliminate any concern that potential
respondents might have about protecting their identities (Renzetti and Lee 1993).  Thus, we decided to allow a single respondent
for each project, without requiring the input of additional informants.  To assess the magnitude of the common method bias risk
in our studies, we used Harman’s one-factor statistical test (Podsakoff and Organ 1986).  For each study, we performed an
exploratory factor analysis using all items in the instrument.  The factor analysis did not generate a single or a general factor for
either study.  This suggests that this threat was not serious in our data sets (Podsakoff and Organ 1986).  
Implications for Research
Our work demonstrated empirically that inaccurate reporting does occur in IS projects and, more importantly, is associated with
degraded performance, as previously posited by IS researchers (Snow and Keil 2002a).  Consequently, it is important to conduct
additional research to more fully understand the dynamics of the reporting process and the forces that contribute to distortion
within that process.  
To examine the influence of potential distortion-inducing factors, experimental studies could be pursued.  This would allow
interested researchers to assess their influence carefully.  Furthermore, case studies could be executed to understand how managers
detect, contain, and respond to distortion behaviors.  Such assessments would enable researchers to take the first step toward
providing prescriptive advice in dealing with biased reporting. 
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Our findings have important implications for researchers who study project risks.  Until now, reporting quality has been omitted
from studies that attempt to assess the risk profile of a project (Ropponen 1999) or predict its eventual outcomes (Nidumolu 1996;
Saarinen 1996).  Given our results, future studies on project performance predictors should consider it.  This will enable us to
determine its relative impact vis-à-vis other project factors and risks.
While our study has empirically established a direct association between reporting quality and project performance, more work
is needed to tease out the exact nature of this linkage.  To more fully develop our understanding of this linkage, investigations
of additional mediating constructs should be pursued.  Project factors, such as team coordination, control, and integration
(Henderson and Lee 1992; Nidumolu 1995) are likely to influence both reporting quality and outcomes.  Thus, more
comprehensive models depicting the relationship between reporting, project performance, and related project factors should be
developed and tested.
Implications for Practice
Our results support the notion that good project reporting is a critical success factor that is associated with process efficiency, team
satisfaction, and—to a lesser degree—system success.  Given this, project executives will be well advised to establish
communication environments that are likely to nurture open, complete reporting lines.  To achieve this, managers should take
steps to identify and minimize situations that are likely to lead to distortion.  Previous research has identified several factors that
can lead to such situations, such as troubled or escalated development initiatives, distrust toward report recipients, and others
(Iacovou et al. 2002).  A periodic audit of a project’s communication environment can assist such managers in identifying
potential reporting problems.  Moreover, project executives who establish and maintain unguarded, trust-based communication
channels with multiple sources within a project team are more likely to detect inaccurate reports and can improve the likelihood
of project success (Jablin and Sussman 1983).
Conclusion
Our work offers evidence to support the linkage between reporting quality and three dimensions of project outcomes.  The
existence of this association was confirmed by the perceptions of both report senders and receivers.  It is our hope that our
investigation has shed additional light on our understanding regarding the role of reporting in IS project management.  Given the
damaging effects of misreporting, we contend that there is a need to more fully understand both the factors and the management
practices that impact reporting quality.  We hope that our research will provide a starting point for both researchers and managers
who wish to consider this phenomenon further.
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Appendix A.  Constructs and Measures
Item






Task Outcomes (T) (1 = extremely low; 7 = extremely high)
T1 4.84 1.60 4.82 1.28 Relative to other comparable IS projects, how did your most recently
completed project rate on efficiency of operations?
T2 4.70 1.70 4.81 1.62 Relative to other comparable IS projects, how did your most recently
completed project rate on adherence to schedules?
T3 5.02 1.49 4.99 1.59 Relative to other comparable IS projects, how did your most recently
completed project rate on adherence to budgets?
T4 5.30 1.46 5.34 1.20 Relative to other comparable IS projects, how did your most recently
completed project rate on amount of produced work?
T5 5.46 1.33 5.49 1.15 Relative to other comparable IS projects, how did your most recently
completed project rate on quality of produced work?
T6 5.10 1.51 4.92 1.44 Relative to other comparable IS projects, how did your most recently
completed project rate on effectiveness of interactions with consultants?
T7 5.31 1.47 5.57 1.26 Relative to other comparable IS projects, how did your most recently
completed project rate on ability to meets its goals?
Psychological outcomes (P) (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree)
P1 5.42 1.30 5.44 1.13 Generally speaking, members of the project team were very satisfied with
their work.
P2 5.32 1.31 5.41 1.13 The team members were generally satisfied with the kind of work they did in
this project.
P3 5.16 1.76 5.95 1.02 Members frequently thought of quitting the project. [Reversed]
Organizational outcomes (O) (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree)
O1 6.28 1.00 5.68 1.33 The outcome of the project added value to the business operations of the user
organization.
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Quality of reporting (Q)
Q1 5.97 1.08 5.36 1.23 To what extent do you feel that the communication you received from the
team members (regarding the status of the project) was timely? (1 = untimely;
7 = timely)
Q2 6.12 1.18 5.30 1.20 To what extent do you feel that the communication you received from the
team members (regarding the status of the project) was accurate? (1 =
inaccurate; 7 = accurate)
Q3 5.91 1.34 5.10 1.26 To what extent do you feel that the communication you received from the
team members (regarding the status of the project) was adequate? (1 =
inadequate; 7 = adequate)
Q4 5.90 1.35 4.99 1.29 To what extent do you feel that the communication you received from the
team members (regarding the status of the project) was complete? (1 =
incomplete; 7 = complete)
Q5 6.20 1.30 5.40 1.28 To what extent do you feel that the communication you received from the
team members (regarding the status of the project) was credible? (1 = not
credible; 7 = credible)
*For Study 1, the wording of all items used the present tense (since the respondents were asked to consider an ongoing project).
Also items for Reporting Quality focused on the reporting provided to the project manager by the respondent.
